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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

After further review of the claims, the examiner was recommended by his 
supervisor to search class 707 for the document processing functionality found in the 
claims. After an extensive search of class 707, subclass 203, prior art has been found 
on the previously allowed claims, as well as the previously objected to claim limitations 
in the dependent claims (see the updated rejection below). 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement filed 3/19/2007 fails to comply with the 
provisions of 37 CFR 1.97, 1.98 and MPEP § 609 because the case number is different 
from the case number of the instant application (Application Number states 09/237,826). 
It has been placed in the application file, but the information referred to therein has not 
been considered as to the merits. Applicant is advised that the date of any re- 
submission of any item of information contained in this information disclosure statement 
or the submission of any missing element(s) will be the date of submission for purposes 
of determining compliance with the requirements based on the time of filing the 
statement, including all certification requirements for statements under 37 CFR 1.97(e). 
See MPEP § 609.05(a). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-2, 4, 6-10, 17, 23-26, 28, 30-34, 41 and 47-48 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Handelman et al. (U.S. Patent 6,298,441) in 
view of Duga et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,195,667) in further view of Knauft et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,654,754). 

Referring to claim 1, Handelman discloses restricting access to electronic books 
displayed on a viewer (see Figure 12 and Column 7, Line 66 through Column 8, Line 
11). 

Handelman also discloses displaying an identification of an electronic book on a 
viewer (see screen 425 in Figure 12 and Column 2, Lines 40-44 and Column 16, Lines 
45-56 and Column 17, Lines 16-31). 

Handelman also discloses receiving identification information from a user (see 
Column 15, Lines 41-43). 

Handelman also discloses receiving information on whether the electronic book 
contains a restriction based on a rating (see Column 15, Lines 43-50) and if the 
electronic book contains at least one restriction, whether the restriction applies to the 
identified user (see Column 16, Lines 25-31). 
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Handelman also discloses restricting access to the electronic book based upon 
the information (see Column 16, Lines 1-6 for receiving the electronic book only if the 
user is authorized based on authorization information described above). 

Handelman also discloses saving a first restricted version of the electronic book 
in the library unit including the original format of the electronic book (see Column 17, 
Lines 27-39 for receiving/storing multiple versions of a single document, which can be 
restricted (by controlling which portions to display or different versions to display) and 
unrestricted versions (by displaying all of another version of the document)). Further 
note that the different versions are restrictive according to the different languages they 
are presented in. For example, if an English-speaking user receives a French version 
and the user does not speak French, this is also an example of storing a restricted 
version (French) as opposed to an unrestricted version (English). 

Handelman also discloses creating a second unrestricted version of the 
electronic book by deleting predetermined content (see again Column 17, Lines 27-39 
for a second unrestricted version being created and transmitted to the user (English 
version of the document or a version displaying all of the portions of the document). 

Handelman also discloses saving the second unrestricted version of the 
electronic book in the library unit (see again Column 17, Lines 27-39). 

Although Handelman teaches receiving the electronic book data to a library unit 
(see Column 6, Lines 33-44), Handelman fails to teach receiving and updating directory 
data of the electronic books in a library unit. 
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Duga discloses receiving and updating directory data of the electronic books in a 
library unit (see Column 1, Lines 50-65). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the electronic book system, as taught by Handelman, 
using the electronic book menu updating method, as taught by Duga, for automatically 
updating a menu after an electronic book is downloaded to a device, as opposed to a 
user having to manually enter the title of the electronic book every time the user 
downloads the electronic book to his/her device. 

Handelman and Duga both fail to disclose inserting a cross-reference to the 
second unrestricted version of the electronic book in a header portion of the first 
restricted version of the electronic book. 

Knauft discloses inserting a cross-reference to the second unrestricted version of 
the electronic book in a header portion of the first restricted version of the electronic 
book (see Column 16, Lines 41-64 for creating a keyword list in the header portion of 
the restricted document (document created from the electronic data object (electronic 
book)) where the list of keywords are taken from the electronic data object and therefore 
cross-references the unrestricted version of the electronic book/data object). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the electronic document versions, as taught by 
Handelman and Duga, using the cross-reference data, as taught by Knauft, for the 
purpose of partitioning the source data object (unrestricted version) into one or more 
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sections 604, each of the sections being based upon one of the chapters of the book 
(see Column 13, Lines 14-18 of Knauft). 

Referring to claim 2, Handelman discloses wherein the restricting step includes 
restricting the access based upon a rating assigned to the electronic book (see Column 
15, Lines 49-50 for the authorization information containing ratings information used in 
determining if the user will be restricted access to the electronic book), wherein the 
rating can be assigned to the electronic book by a user (see Column 15, Lines 47-50). 

Referring to claim 4, Handelman discloses receiving a restriction on selected 
content from a user, wherein the content includes text of the electronic book (see 
Column 18, Lines 24-40). 

Handelman also discloses receiving a restriction one the selected content from a 
user, wherein the content includes text or section of an electronic book (see the 
rejection of claim 1). 

Handelman also discloses creating a second unrestricted version of the 
electronic book by deleting the selected content (see Column 17, Lines 2-36 and 
Column 18, Lines 24-39). 



Referring to claim 6, see the rejection of claim 1. 
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Referring to claim 7, Handelman discloses permitting viewing of only selected 
pages of the electronic book (the examiner notes that an electronic book inherently 
contains multiple pages, therefore if an entire version of an electronic book or a portion 
thereof is not permitted access at the viewer (see the rejection of claim 4 above), then 
the system inherently only permits viewing of selected pages of the electronic book). 

Referring to claim 8, Handelman discloses permitting viewing of no portion of the 
electronic book (see Column 16, Lines 18-31 for only accessing the electronic book is 
authorized, therefore if the user is not authorized, he/she will view no portion of the 
electronic book). 

Referring to claim 9, Handelman discloses permitting unlimited access to the 
electronic book (see Column 16, Lines 33-36 for storing the document/electronic book 
on the smart cards memory 395 and Column 16, Line 64 through Column 17, Line 19 
for accessing the electronic book from the smart card's memory using the authentication 
data, therefore, a user can access the electronic book an unlimited amount of times 
based on if the user if authenticated to access the electronic book stored in the smart 
card's memory 395). 

Referring to claim 10, see the rejection of claims 1 and 4 and further note that 
Handelman also discloses receiving information relating to access to the electronic book 
by potential users (see Column 15, Lines 33-50 for the CA document loading unit 350 
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receiving requests for electronic books) and further relating to content of the electronic 
book (see Column 15, Lines 43-50 for the request information including various types of 
content related information of the electronic book). 

Referring to claim 17, see the rejection of claim 10. 

Referring to claims 25-28, see the rejection of claims 1-4, respectively. 

Referring to claim 30, see the rejection of claim 1 . 

Referring to claims 31-33, see the rejection of claims 7-9, respectively. 

Referring to claim 34, see the rejection of claim 10. 

Referring to claim 41, see the rejection of claim 10. 

Referring to claims 47-48, see the rejection of claims 23-24, respectively. 

7. Claim 3 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Handelman et al. (U.S. Patent 6,298,441) in view of Duga et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,195,667) in further view of Knauft et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,654,754) in further view of 
Block et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,675,384). 

Referring to claim 3, Handelman, Duga and Knauft disclose all of the limitations 
in claim 1, as well as Handelman teaching that the restricting step includes permitting 
viewing of text within the electronic book (see Column 2, Lines 39-43), but fails to teach 
permitting no viewing of images within the electronic book. 

Block discloses creating an image mask to block an image from being displayed 
(see Figure 11 and Column 18, Lines 55 through Column 19, Line 17). Further note 
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that Block clearly teaches that the system can be implemented in an electronic book 
system (see Column 2, Lines 50-56). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the electronic book viewer, as taught by the 
combination of Handelman, Duga and Knauft, using the masking technology, as taught 
by Block, for the purpose of providing a substitute program signal instead of the 
offensive or undesirable portions of a program/book (see Column 2, Lines 19-22 and 
50-56 of Block). 

Referring to claim 27, see the rejection of claim 3. 

8. Claims 50-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Huffman et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,761,681) in view of Duga et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,195,667) in further view of Handelman et al. (U.S. Patent 6,298,441) in further view of 
Knauft et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,654,754). 

Referring to claim 50, Huffman discloses electronically displaying a page of an 
electronic book on a viewer (see Figure 5) and permitting a user to restrict content of 
the electronic book (see Figure 37). 

Huffman also discloses displaying a screen on a viewer (see Figure 5 for 
displaying a screen on the electronic book viewer). 

Huffman also discloses displaying within the screen a page of an electronic book 
(see step 450 in Figure 38 for displaying a current page of the electronic book), the 
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page including at least a portion of content of the electronic book (see Column 17, Lines 
56-59 for displaying a page which includes a portion of the electronic book). 

Huffman also discloses permitting a user to identify at least a portion of the 
content displayed within the screen (see step 454 in Figure 38 which allows a user to 
select a portion of the text in the currently displayed page of the electronic book (also 
note Column 24, Lines 1-2). 

Huffman discloses displaying a section within the screen for permitting the user 
to request restriction of the identified content (see Column 24, Lines 2-13 for requesting 
a substitute name in a dialog box display section). The examiner notes that by 
replacing a name with a new name, restriction to the name is accomplished. 

Although Huffman discloses receiving and storing the electronic book in a library 
unit (see Column 6, Lines 3-8), Huffman fails to disclose indexing the electronic book 
within an index of the library unit and displaying a screen with the index having the 
electronic book. 

Duga discloses storing and indexing an electronic book in a library unit (see 
Column 1, Lines 50-65) and displaying a directory having the stored electronic book on 
a viewer (see Column 1 , Lines 61-63). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the electronic book system, as taught by Huffman, 
using the electronic book menu updating method, as taught by Duga, for automatically 
updating a menu after an electronic book is downloaded to a device, as opposed to a 
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user having to manually enter the title of the electronic book every time the user 
downloads the electronic book to his/her device. 

Handelman discloses receiving a restriction on selected content from a user, 
wherein the content includes text of the electronic book (see Column 18, Lines 24-40). 

Handelman also discloses saving a first restricted version of the electronic book 
in the library unit including the original format of the electronic book (see Column 17, 
Lines 28-36). 

Handelman also discloses creating a second unrestricted version of the 
electronic book by deleting the selected content (see Column 17, Lines 2-36 and 
Column 18, Lines 24-39). 

Handelman also discloses saving the second unrestricted version of the 
electronic book in the library unit (see Column 17, Lines 27-36). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the electronic book system, as taught by Huffman and 
Duga, using the multiple version storage and portion restriction functionality, as taught 
by Handelman, for the purpose of providing a secure access system for electronic 
books (see Column 1 , Lines 1 1-12 of Handelman). 

Huffman, Duga and Handelman fail to disclose inserting a cross-reference to the 
second unrestricted version of the electronic book in a header portion of the first 
restricted version of the electronic book. 

Knauft discloses inserting a cross-reference to the second unrestricted version of 
the electronic book in a header portion of the first restricted version of the electronic 
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book (see Column 16, Lines 41-64 for creating a keyword list in the header portion of 
the restricted document (document created from the electronic data object (electronic 
book)) where the list of keywords are taken from the electronic data object and therefore 
cross-references the unrestricted version of the electronic book/data object). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the electronic document versions, as taught by 
Huffman, Duga and Handelman, using the cross-reference data, as taught by Knaufl, 
for the purpose of partitioning the source data object (unrestricted version) into one or 
more sections 604, each of the sections being based upon one of the chapters of the 
book (see Column 13, Lines 14-18 of Knauft). 

Referring to claim 51, see the rejection of claim 50. 

Claim 12-16 and 36-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Handelman et al. (U.S. Patent 6,298,441) in view of Duga et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,195,667) in further view of Paepke (U.S. Patent No. 6,249,785) in further 
view of Walker (U.S. Patent No. 6,279, 017). 

Referring to claim 12, see the rejection of claims 1 , 4 and 7 for the claim 
limitations met by Handelman and Duga. The examiner further notes that Handelman 
and Duga fail to teach assigning ratings to each of the electronic books. 

Paepke discloses a viewer assigning ratings to multiple electronic books through 
a user interface (see Figures 1 and 16-18). 
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At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the rating assignment process, as taught by 
Handelman and Duga, using the multiple book rating process, as taught by Paepke, for 
the purpose of recommending items to a person based upon accurate estimates of a 
favorable reaction to the recommendation (see Column 2, Lines 13-16 of Paepke). 

Handelman, Duga and Paepke fail to teach assigning a time-based restriction to 
each of the electronic books, wherein each page of the electronic book must be 
displayed for a predetermined period of time. 

Walker discloses assigning a time for each page of an electronic book to be 
displayed to the user for the assigned amount of time (see Column 16, Lines 41-59). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the restriction assignment process, as taught by 
Handelman, Duga and Paepke, using the time based restriction, as taught by Walker for 
the purpose of providing a text enhancement method and apparatus for the presentation 
of text for improved human reading (see Column 2, Lines 58-60 of Walker). 

Referring to claim 13, Paepke further discloses that the assigned ratings are 
within a range of ranges (see Figure 1 for the ratings being numerical values between 1 
and 10). 

Referring to claim 14, Paepke further discloses selectively permitting access to 
the electronic books based upon the ratings within the range of ratings (see Column 8, 
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Lines 32-61 and Figure 18 for recommending/permitting access to the predicted 
electronic books). 

Referring to claim 15, Handelman, Duga, Paepke and Walker fail to teach that a 
user must enter a password in order to assign ratings, the examiner takes Official 
Notice that it is well known in the art to only allow a user to assign ratings to content if a 
password is entered. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the system of Handelman, Duga, Paepke and Walker 
to only allow user to assign ratings if a password is entered, for the purpose only 
allowing parents to assign ratings in order block objectionable content from their 
children. 

Referring to claim 16, Paepke further discloses that all users may assign ratings 
(see Column 8, Lines 32-34), and therefore any user can be considered a default user 
as broadly claimed, because only one type of user rating account exists in the system of 
Paepke. 

Referring to claims 36-40, see the rejection of claims 12-16, respectively. 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason P. Salce whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7301. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9am-6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Miller can be reached on (571) 272-7353. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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